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CHAPTER I. 
INTRODUCTION 
Teacher evaluation is one of the most challenging tasks facing school 
administrators today. Improving the performance of teachers Is considered by 
many educators, policy makers, and leaders in business and Industry as a crucial 
key to Improving the quality of American education. Most states require regular 
evaluation as a matter of law (Wise, Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin and 
Bernstein. 1984). States justify the requirement, in part, on the basis of the 
need for teachers to keep improving. Most districts have policies and/or 
collective bargaining agreements spelling out evaluation procedures (Stigglns 
and Bridgeford, 1985). Many of our most prominent reforms—such as merit 
pay. career ladders, master teacher programs, and the like—rest on the 
assumption that effective teacher evaluation procedures can become a reality. 
A primary objective underlying teacher evaluation Is improvement of 
instruction for the Individual as well as the entire teaching staff, A well-
organized and clearly articulated teacher evaluation plan can be a tremendous 
influence upon the quality of instruction within the classroom (Natrlello, 1990). 
Presumably, teacher performance can be enhanced If evaluators provide 
feedback on problems In performance and strategies for remedying these 
problems. The Intended effect of the evaluation process is to provide 
information on performance to foster development and Improvement. 
A significant segment of the nation's educational system is comprised of 
special education teachers. The most recent armual report to Congress 
concerning the Implementation of the Education of the Handicapped Act 
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revealed that approximately 4.5 million students, 11% of the total student 
population, are classified as handicapped and are served in special education 
programs (Eleventh Annual Report to Congress, 1989). With the lower student-
teacher ratio in special education programs the percentage of special education 
teachers represents a significant percentage of the teacher population. There 
are 296,000 special education teachers and 115,000 related services 
professionals providing legislatively-mandated services (U.S. Dept. of Ed., 1989). 
Yet, appraisal of special education teachers has received scant attention. 
While very little is found in the literature regarding the evaluation of the 
performance of special education teachers (Moya and Gay, 1982) (Frudden and 
Manatt, 1987), there is some research which points to the problems in 
evaluating special education teachers. 
According to Reschly (1990), the usual problems in supervision and 
personnel evaluation in regular education are further complicated by unique 
characteristics of special education. Some of the most important aspects are: 
1. Divided Administrative Authority and Supervisory Responsibility. 
Personnel evaluation and supervision of special education teachers is 
complicated by the division of administrative authority and supervisory 
responsibility. Special education teachers are typically responsible not 
only to the building principal, but also to a supervisor of programs for 
the handicapped or a director of special education. When special 
education teachers report to multiple supervisors; they often are 
ultimately accountable to none of the supervisors. 
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2. Availability of Supervision 
The availability of supervision and personnel evaluation for special 
education teachers is affected by the severity level of the instructional 
program. The likelihood of careful persormel evaluation and 
supervision is considerably lower for teachers of low incidence 
handicaps. Although some principals may be comfortable with 
evaluating an LD resource teacher who serves students with fairly 
circumscribed learning problems, few principals feel comfortable in 
evaluating teachers serving profoundly retarded students with multiple 
handicaps. Due to the very low number of such students, it is 
correspondingly less likely that a supervisor or director of special 
education will provide supervision to teachers of students with low 
incidence handicaps. Furthermore, only larger districts usually have a 
director of special education available for supervision. 
3. Expertise of Supervisors 
Most professional evaluation standards, as well as the perceptions of 
education professionals, involve a strong preference for personnel 
evaluation and supervision conducted by professionals with training 
and expertise consistent with that of the person being supervised or 
evaluated. The persons responsible for personnel evaluation or 
supervision of special education and related services often do not have 
graduate education and experience in the area in which they are 
conducting supervision/evaluation. Such evaluation may be lacking in 
quality and perceived usefulness by participants, thus is not likely to 
result in useful influences. 
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Research studies synthesized by Englert (1984) corroborate that teacher 
behavior has a critical effect on student learning. In special education settings, 
student outcomes also are affected by teacher behavior. Therefore, it is an 
important role of the supervisor/administrator of special education to evaluate 
special education teachers to help them grow and to enhance student 
performance. 
Statement of the Problem 
Teacher evaluation and supervision appears to be critical to ensuring high 
quality teaching for students that are handicapped. Yet little is known about the 
level of effectiveness of evaluation of special education teachers. The problem 
addressed in this study was to determine the perceived quality of evaluation of 
special education teachers and to determine if it is at the same level as regular 
education teachers and to determine the attributes related to evaluation quality. 
In addition, the study was designed to determine if the presence of a director of 
special education or the severity level of the instructional program is related to 
the quality of evaluation of special education teachers. 
Purpose 
The purpose of this study was to determine the quality of evaluation of 
special education teachers in Iowa. Specifically, the study was designed to: 
A Assess special education teachers' perceptions of the quality of their 
most recent evaluation. 
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a Determine special education teachers' perceptions of the following: 
1. attributes of the teacher 
2. attributes of their evaluators 
3. attributes of the procedures 
4. attributes of the feedback 
5. attributes of the evaluation context 
C Compare the quality of special education teacher evaluations in Iowa to 
that of regular education teacher evaluations in Iowa. 
D. Determine the influence of the presence of a director of special 
education within the district upon the perceived quality of special 
education teacher evaluation. 
E. Determine the effect of the severity level of instructional program in 
which the teacher is evaluated on the perceived quality of special 
education teacher evaluation. 
Hypotheses 
The survey instrument was used to assess perceptions of the quality of 
evaluation of special education teachers. Four hypotheses were tested. 
A. The quality of evaluation of special education teachers is significantly 
lower than that of regular education teachers. 
B. There is a significant difference in quality of evaluation of special 
education teachers based on the presence of a director of special education 
within the district. 
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C. There is a significant relationship between the quality of evaluation of 
special education teachers and the severity level of the Instructional program 
which they teach. 
D. There is a significant relationship between teacher attributes, evaluator 
attributes, attributes of the procedures, attributes of feedback, and attributes of 
the context of the evaluation upon the quality of evaluation of special education 
teachers. 
Basic Assumptions 
Four assumptions undergird the study. 
A Teachers participating in the survey comprised a valid cross section 
sample of special education teachers found in the general population of 
Iowa. 
R Teacher and supervisor perceptions of evaluation are valid measures. 
C Teachers responded to the survey accurately. 
D. Teachers objectively assessed the quality of the evaluation independent of 
the rating they personally received. 
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CHAPTER II. 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
In this chapter a brief history of teacher evaluation and factors contributing 
to teacher evaluation quality are reviewed. This is followed by a review of 
studies which have been conducted to determine the optimum conditions under 
which high quality teacher evaluation is most likely to occur. The chapter then 
provides a detailed review of the five basic sets of attributes as defined by 
Stlggens and Duke (1986), that are associated with teacher growth as an 
outcome of successful evaluations. Since these attributes were used to 
determine the quality of evaluation in this study, they are discussed at length. 
Finally, the evaluation of special education teachers is addressed. 
Historical Perspective 
A review of the early literature In teacher effectiveness emphasized that 
self-evaluation was the central means of teacher assistance. The primary 
measure in the middle 1600's for effective self-assessment was the teacher's 
ability to manage the school and/or classroom. At that time Charles Hoole 
(1907) published a series of pamphlets on how to provide quality leadership for 
a school. His writings suggested that classrooms which were correctly managed 
would provide greater opportunities for students to learn. With effective 
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management, any deficiencies of learning would then be the result of pupil 
irresponsibility rather than teacher effectiveness. 
In the late eighteenth century, the prevailing belief was that quality 
instruction and learning conditions were responsible for student achievement. 
Unfortunately estimates of teacher effectiveness were based solely upon test 
results with salaries contingent on test scores. This system met with problems 
resulting in a return to management of the classroom as the primary critical 
factor for rating teacher competency (Millman, 1981). 
In the nineteenth centuiy the teacher's role and function changed 
dramatically. The demise of the one room school and the division of children 
into grades spurred a new movement. Since teachers had smaller classes, it 
was presumed that they could improve learning through knowledge of subject 
matter and thus have the ability to impact learning (Sweeney, 1986). 
As late as the 1970's, the focus of evaluation was on self evaluation. 
Evaluation by an administrator was often a ceremonial rite, an opportunity for 
the supervisor to bestow general thanks and other platitudes (Sweeney, 1986). 
Validating reliable and legally discriminating teacher performance is 
elusive. More investigation on effective teaching has been done during the past 
decade than any previous period. This research has allowed educators to make 
cause and effect relationships about teaching practices and has also 
demonstrated the necessity of Instructor performance appraisal (Hunter, 1988). 
The Issue is no longer whether to evaluate but how to evaluate. The evaluation of 
teachers Is being reshaped as educators engage in making evaluation effective 
for teacher improvement. This follows strides in the growing sophistication of 
basic and applied research on teaching and teacher evaluation. 
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Now that improving the quality of teachers is viewed as critical for 
improving the quality of education, teacher evaluation has become a high-stake 
activity. Thus school districts have focused more resources and organizational 
attention on teacher evaluation. Making evaluation an elTective instrument for 
teacher improvement has become a critical task for schools. 
Evaluation Attributes 
Stiggins and Duke (1988) provide a framework for examining evaluation. 
Much of their thinking used to design this framwork emanated from a series of 
three studies conducted to determine the conditions under which teacher 
evaluation is most likely to foster the professional development of competent 
teachers. The first study, involving case studies of four teacher evaluation 
systems, revealed that "even highly formalized evaluation systems do not help 
teachers, either individually or collectively, to improve their skills." The second 
study required collecting narrative information from teachers who actually had 
experienced professional growth as a result of teacher evaluation. When the 33 
narratives were analyzed, a variety of conditions associated with growth 
emerged. These conditions were grouped into five clusters: (1) teacher 
attributes: (2) evaluator attributes: (3) attributes of the information gathered on 
teaching performance: (4) attributes of the feedback on teaching performance: 
and (5) attributes of the evaluation context. Based upon these clusters of 
conditions, the Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP) Questionnaire was developed. 
The third study involved the pilot-testing and validation of the TEP with 450 
teachers in five school districts. It was determined that the questionnaire 
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provided high quality data regarding teacher perceptions of their evaluation 
experiences and that a strong relationship existed between specific attributes of 
an evaluation system and the growth-oriented outcomes of that system as 
perceived by teachers. 
Teacher evaluation practices should be defined in terms of the professional 
growth of the teacher evaluated. According to Stiggins and Duke (1988), 
teachers contend that the factors evaluated often have little relationship to 
instruction and that results are not useful in improving performance. Stiggins 
and Duke contend that five factors are critical to the process: 1) the teacher. 2) 
the evaluator. 3) the procedures, 4) the feedback, and 5) the context of 
evaluation. The importance of these factors is supported in their study. For 
example, teachers' expectations, i.e.. openness to criticism, willingness to take 
risks, orientation to change and knowledge of subject matter are closely related 
to receptiveness to suggestions (Stiggins and Duke. 1988). In addition, effective 
evaluations hinge on the professional's orientation to change and his/her 
willingness to take risk in order to provide improved instruction. Indeed, 
where evaluation takes place, change is the desired outcome. 
A Teacher attributes 
No matter how well-designed the evaluation system and how ample the 
support from supervisors and peers, teachers are unlikely to experience 
professional development if they are unable or unwilling to take advantage 
of opportunities for growth. In the Stiggins and Duke case studies, they 
identified nine teacher characteristics that appeared to be linked to 
professional development (1988). 
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• strong professional expectations 
• A positive orientation to risk taking 
• Openness to change 
• Willingness to experiment in class 
• Openness to criticism 
• Strong knowledge of technical aspects of teaching 
• Strong knowledge of subject matter 
• Some positive prior experience with teacher evaluation 
Guskey (1988) conducted a study of 130 elementary and secondary 
teachers and found that teachers who were most receptive to the 
implementation of new instructional practices expressed a high level of 
personal efficacy. They liked teaching and felt confident about their 
teaching abilities. These are all attributes associated with greater 
instructional effectiveness. Ironically, the teachers who already may be 
quite effective are more likely to welcome new ideas and change than those 
who presumably have more to gain and less to lose as a result of 
professional development. 
Improvement, of course, is in the eye of the beholder. Teachers may 
change their teaching so that it is more pleasing and/or perceived as more 
effective to their supervisors. The latter may be achieved by altering their 
teaching techniques to improve the results they achieve for a given level of 
effort. In reporting on a study of the evaluation of teachers in urban middle 
schools. Natriello (1983) argues that when teachers achieve greater results 
from a given level of effort, they enhance their leverage over the tasks they 
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confront and their control over their work. The study suggests that 
increased evaluation activity can lead to this enhanced self-perception of 
leverage. 
Evaluator attributes 
A second set of items from the Stiggins and Duke case studies 
encompassed characteristics of individuals who were perceived to have 
facilitated teacher professional development. The key characteristics of 
growth facilitators included the following: 
• Credibility as a source of feedback 
• Having a helper relationship to teacher 
• Trustworthiness 
• A nonthreatening interpersonal manner 
• Patience 
• Flexibility 
• Ability to provide useful suggestions 
• Capacity to model suggestions 
• Familiarity with teacher's classroom/students 
• Teaching experience 
• Strong knowledge of the technical aspects of teaching 
• Persuasiveness of rationale for improvement 
These findings suggest that teacher growth—at least in the context of 
evaluation - is highly dependent on the perceived skills, integrity, and 
caring of those doing the evaluating. Wlodkowski (1985) supports these 
findings when he identifies the cornerstone characteristics of individuals 
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capable of motivating adults to leam. The characteristics include 
expertise, empathy, enthusiasm, and clarity. 
If there is an irreducible truth of teacher evaluation, it is that teacher 
evaluation will be no more effective than the extent to which teachers 
support it. An effective teacher-evaluation system assumes candor on the 
part of teachers and requires the opening of classroom doors for 
meaningful observation by evaluators. An effective evaluation system 
demands teachers' willingness and ability to act on the outcomes of an 
evaluation. Correspondingly an effective evaluation system insists on trust 
between teachers and administrators (McLaughlin, 1990). 
Instead of trust, relationships between administrators and teachers more 
often reflect "them/us" divisiveness. Instead of candor, teachers tend to 
hide problems, and then to hide the fact that they are hiding them. 
Instead of risk-taking and efforts to work on new classroom strategies, 
many teachers hold on to established practices, even those acknowledged 
to be less effective than they might be (Blumberg, 1980). 
The purpose of an evaluation is relevant in determining who will conduct 
observations and make Judgments about teachers. Standards of objectivity, 
fairness, and equity are Important under all circumstances and must be 
achieved through the exercise of professional conduct and appropriate 
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training. However, when teachers are to receive specific feedback meant 
to improve their teaching, it may be desirable that the evaluator have 
expertise similar to that required in the teaching setting (Stodolslqr, 
1990). 
Brady (1985) stated that when teachers perceive the evaluator as working 
with them, the entire climate of the school is improved: the staff feels 
more cohesive, expresses more satisfaction with innovations, and interacts 
more with one another. Additionally, the level of trust between supervisor 
and teacher is a major factor in determining the quality of assistance the 
supervisor will be able to provide to teachers. 
Even with all the other key elements in place, trust must be present before 
an evaluation system can reach its full potential. "An environment of 
professional trust among teachers and supervisors is imperative to gather 
systematic data on performance, share relevant feedback, and undertake 
individually relevant professional development programs" (Acheson & Gall, 
1987). Duke and Stlgglns (1987) also suggest that trust is a key factor in 
the success of the supervisor In helping teachers to change their behaviors. 
Although it is difficult to identify specific supervisor behaviors that promote 
trust, several factors are closely associated with trustworthiness: 
confidentiality, complaint-handling, consistency, honesty, sincerity, and 
the development of collaboration within the supervisory process. 
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Attributes of procedures 
Teachers may interpret the evaluations they receive as a challenge to 
perform at a higher level. However, the motivational effects of teacher 
evaluation cut both ways: While some teachers may be challenged by 
evaluations, others may experience extreme stress and anxiety which is 
never converted to improved performance. Teachers will react less 
negatively to evaluations when they have prior understanding of what is 
expected of them, when adequate Information is collected on their 
performance, when feedback is frequent and informative, and when 
resources are provided to help them improve (Natrlello, 1983). Teachers 
react negatively to an evaluation process that identifies problems that 
cannot be corrected, given the working conditions they must confront 
(Natrlello and Cohn 1983). 
The Stiggins and Duke case studies initially revealed that teachers perceive 
that certain aspects of their evaluation process play a role in professional 
development. This finding was confirmed during the validation of the 
Teacher Evaluation Profile Questionnaire (1988). Two sets of 
characteristics of evaluation systems were identified as important -
characteristics of evaluation procedures and characteristics of feedback to 
teachers. 
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Characteristics of evaluation procedures that were found to be correlated to 
the perceived quality of the evaluation experience (based on teachers' 
perceptions that they had grown professionally) included the following 
items: 
• Clarity of performance standards 
• Extent to which the teacher was made aware of performance 
standards 
• Extent to which the teacher endorses performance standards 
as appropriate for their classroom 
• Use of classroom observations 
• Number of informal observations 
Attributes of feedback and context 
One purpose of evaluation systems is to lead to the improvement of the 
performance of individual teachers on the maintenance of already 
acceptable levels of performance. Presumably, teacher performance can be 
enhanced if evaluators provide feedback on problems in performance and 
strategies for remedying these problems. Thus, the communication of 
information about performance may have positive effects, particularly for 
teachers who most often practice out of sight of other adults and thus 
rarely have the benefit of the perspective of another professional educator. 
It Is one thing to collect useful data on teaching performance and quite 
another matter to translate this data into meaningful feedback for teachers. 
Nine characteristics of feedback were identified in the case studies, and all 
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nine were found to be correlated to the perceived quality of teacher 
evaluation. These characteristics included: 
1. Quality of ideas for improvement 
2. Depth of information 
3. Specificity of information 
4. Documented account of information 
5. Extent to which information was descriptive (rather than 
Judgmental) 
6. Timing of feedback to promote attention to the message 
7. Extent to which feedback was linked to established 
standards 
8. Frequency of formal feedback 
9. Frequency of informal feedback 
Evaluation of Special Education Teachers 
Since special education is a relatively new field, there are a limited number 
of studies related to evaluation of special education teachers available. While 
special educators have to stand up under the same professional examiriation as 
their peers. Moya and Gay (1982) found that appraisal systems for special 
education teachers are not well developed and literature relating to such 
programs is virtually nonexistent. However, there is some information to guide 
practice. It is related to who should evaluate special education programs, the 
problems associated with evaluating special education teachers, and the 
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instruments to be used in evaluating special education teachers. These are 
discussed below. 
Who should evaluate special education teachers? Special education 
teachers are often assigned to a particular building and hence work closely with 
the regular teaching staff and the building principal. The prevailing point of 
view is that as with regular classroom personnel, evaluations of the special 
education teacher's performance should be conducted by the principal 
(Podemski, Price. Smith and Marsh. 1984). Moya and Gay (1982) found that in 
90 percent of the districts they surveyed, the principal was primarily 
responsible for the performance assessment of special education persormel. In 
the remaining 10 percent of the districts, the special education director or the 
director's designee was responsible for evaluation. 
Although the principal should be the primary evaluator of special education 
personnel, such an arrangement has disadvantages as well as advantages. One 
advantage is that it brings the principal into closer contact with the special 
education teachers and their classrooms. It also makes the principal more aware 
of the special education program, its purposes, and its progress. Finally, it gives 
the principal opportunities to foster integration of the regular and special 
education programs (Podemski, Price, Smith and Marsh 1984). There is, 
however, a disadvantage. According to Winbome (1981), when the building 
principal is not knowledgeable about special education practices or aware of the 
ways in which the goals and procedures of the special education teacher differ 
from those of the regular class teacher it results in problems. Special inservice 
training may be required before the principal can become an effective evaluator 
of the special education personnel. 
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The literature related to the evaluation of special education teachers 
identifies a number of other concerns. According to Podemski, Price, Smith 
and Marsh II (1984) personnel evaluation in special education is problematic for 
several reasons: 
1. Special education teachers operate In a different Instructional setting 
and often employ different Instructional techniques than those used by 
regular education teachers. 
2. Lines of evaluation responsibility are often unclear between the special 
education administrators and other regular education administrators, 
especially the building principal. 
3. Responsibility for the accomplishment of special education goals Is 
shared Jointly between regular education and special education 
teachers. 
There are other challenges for school districts. Most districts already have 
teacher evaluation systems In place. These systems are used primarily to 
evaluate regular classroom teachers, since they deal with regular Instruction and 
the typical regular education student. Such systems range from simple 
checklists to comprehensive performance appraisal models. Regardless of the 
system used. It must be flexible enough to allow for meaningful evaluation of the 
special education teacher. Moya and Gay (1982) found that 87 percent of the 
districts they surveyed used the same evaluation criteria for regular education 
and special education teachers. 
There are those who suggest different ways to evaluate special education 
teachers: Felrsen (1984) for example, proposes that the Flanders Interaction 
Analysis can be adapted for the supervision of special education classes. He 
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contends that the adapted system provides both teachers and supervisors with 
the information needed to accurately assess classroom practices and cautions 
that the Interaction Analysis should be incorporated into a comprehensive 
assessment package. 
In summary although special education is a relatively new field the number 
of professionals and students has grown to become a notable percentage of our 
school population. It appears to be relevant and timely to examine the 
evaluation of special education teachers. 
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CHAPTER III. 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
This chapter describes the procedure followed to conduct the study. The 
sample is described in the first section of the chapter. The Teacher Evaluation 
Profile (TEP) is described in the second section. The third section of this 
chapter describes the method employed for gathering data for this study. The 
fourth and final section presents the data analysis procedures. 
Sample 
There were two data sets used in this study. The first was from the Lawler 
study, initiated in the spring of 1990. The Lawler study, which surveyed regular 
education teachers, is described below. The sample for the present study, 
conducted in the spring of 1991, was drawn from special education teachers in 
the schools from the Lawler study which had the same evaluator/principal. 
The Lawler study included a stratified random sample of 1,000 teachers 
from 200 randomly selected Iowa Schools. A proportionate number of 
elementary schools (100), middle school/Junior high schools (50), and high 
schools (50), in the state of Iowa were selected. Five teachers were randomly 
selected from each of the schools. The teacher's names were obtained from the 
Basic Education Data Survey (BEDS), a document that collects data on all 
teacher and principal assignments in the state of Iowa. The special education 
teachers were drawn from 157 Iowa schools which participated in the Lawler 
study. The remaining 43 schools did not have the same evaluator/principal 
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present at the time of this study and therfore were not included in this study. 
The 396 special education teachers surveyed comprised all of the special 
education teachers in each of the 157 schools. Table 1 shows the relevant 
demographic data of participants from the present study and the Lawler study. 
Table 1. Number and percent of regular education teachers and special 
education teachers by teacher gender, gender of evaluators, grade 
level, years of experience, program level, building size and director of 
special education 
Regular Education (N = 619) 
Number Percent 
Special Education (N = 246) 
Number Percent 
Respondents 
Gender of Teachers 
619/1000 61.9 246/396 62.1 
Male 204 33.0 34 13.8 
Female 396 64.0 212 86.2 
Not specified 19 3.1 
Gender of Evaluator 
Male 565 91.3 218 88.6 
Female 36 5.8 28 11.4 
Not specified 18 2.9 
Grade Level 
Elementary 302 48.8 101 41.1 
Middle School 158 25.5 80 32.5 
High School 159 25.7 65 26.4 
Program Level 
Resource * * 119 48.4 
Self Contained w/Integration * * 65 26.4 
Self Contained * * ^ 62 25.2 
Teacher's Tears of Experience 
Zero - 1 0 0 11 4.5 
Two - 5 13 2.1 56 23.0 
Six - 10 93 5.0 45 18.5 
Eleven - 15 164 26.5 56 23.0 
Sixteen + 348 56.2 75 30.9 
2 3  
Building Size 
Small School (100-400) 
Large School (401 & up) 
Not Specified 
412 66.6 
203 32.8 
4 .6 
114 48.7 
101 43.2 
Director of Special Education 
Yes 
No 
* 147 59.8 
99 40.2 
* Data not collected in Lawler study 
There are notable similarities and differences between the two samples: 
First, the return rate in both studies was very similar, approximately sixty 
percent. Next, the gender of the evaluators was predominantly male (91.3%, 
and 88.6%). The proportion of respondents from each attendance level was also 
very similar, but there was a higher percentage of middle school special 
education teachers and a lower percentage of elementary special education 
teachers than their regular education colleagues. 
There was a notable difference in the years of teaching experience of the 
respondents. There were no first year regular education teachers, but there 
were eleven first year special education teachers. There were very few regular 
education teachers with 5 years or less experience (2%) while 1 out of every 4 
of the special education teachers were relatively new (27.5%). Conversely over 
half (56%) of the regular education respondents had sixteen years or more 
experience and only 30% of the special education teachers were as 
experienced. Females were proportionately more prevalent in the special 
education sample than were males. 
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Definition of Severity Level of Programs 
The severity levels of special education programs are described as follows 
for the purposes of this discussion: 
A Resource Program — children requiring special education who are enrolled 
in a regular classroom program for most of the school day. but who require 
special education instruction in specific skill areas on a part-time basis are 
assigned to a resource program. 
B Special Class with Integration Program -- (SCI) — children requiring 
special education with similar needs who are enrolled in a special 
education classroom but who can profit from participation in one or more 
academic subjects with pupils who are not handicapped are assigned to SCI 
programs. 
C Self Contained Program — (SC) — children requiring special education who 
require full-time self-contained special education placement with little 
integration into a regular classroom are assigned to a self contained 
program. 
Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP) 
The Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP) was used in examining Iowa teachers' 
perceptions of evaluation. The TEP (Appendix E), developed by Stiggins 
(1986), is a data coUecton Instrument that identifies Important factors or 
attributes that promote the professional development of teachers (Stiggins, 
1986). The TEP has also been used to establish the impact of change on 
2 5  
teacher evaluation systems. Research leading to the development of the TEP 
included incorporating the results of three separate studies. Phase I of the 
study began with an in-depth investigation of teacher evaluation systems in four 
school districts. The purpose of this study was to reveal obstacles to teacher 
growth under current evaluation practices. 
The teacher and administrator interviews exposed critical weaknesses in 
the evaluation environment and mechanisms that prevented teacher growth. 
Four common factors preventing teacher growth surfaced as a result of this 
study. They were 1) a lack of training among evaluators in effective evaluation 
and feedback techniques, 2) insufficient time for principals to effectively 
evaluate, 3) a lack of trust between teachers and supervisors, and 4) the 
emphasis on accountability driven evaluations as opposed to evaluations 
promoting teacher growth. 
Phase II of the TEP development directed attention toward successful 
teacher evaluations: i.e. incidents where teachers reported professional growth 
as a result of performance evaluation. Although only thirty case studies of 
successful evaluation were documented, certain commonalities surfaced. These 
were: 1) elements that teachers brought to the evaluation that affected the 
positive results of the experience, 2) attributes the evaluator brought to the 
evaluation process that made a contribution toward a successful evaluation 
experience, 3) procedures used in data collection. 4) quality of feedback 
delivered to the teacher and 5) the general context (clear policies and Intended 
role of evaluation). These five components or attributes were recognized as keys 
to efiective growth-producing teacher evaluation. 
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Phase III of the TEP development was designed to determine if the 
attributes identified in the cases of successful evaluation were the same 
attributes missing from evaluations resulting in little growth. Additionally, the 
study assessed teachers who experienced moderate growth to see if a moderate 
amount of the positive attributes of evaluation were present. Finally, teachers 
not involved in the Phase I of this study but who experienced important growth 
were asked to identify key attributes that were a part of their successful 
evaluation experience. 
To collect more information, a questionnaire was developed and sent to 
400 teachers who were asked to describe their most recent evaluation 
experiences. First, the questionnaire asked teachers to rate the overall quality 
and impact of their most recent evaluation experiences. Teachers were then 
asked to describe nine specific aspects of themselves as teachers, such as the 
strength of their expectations of themselves and their orientation to risk taking 
and change. These were attributes that seemed important in the successful 
case studies in the previous investigation. 
Next, the teachers were asked to describe their perceptions of the person 
who evaluated their performance, in terms of credibility as a source of feedback 
on teaching, interpersonal manner and knowledge of the technical aspects of 
teaching. Other survey questions sought information of evaluation procedures, 
feedback strategies, and the evaluation context (intended role of evaluation, 
time spent evaluating, and policies governing evaluation). 
Phase III of this study confirmed that the identified elements described in 
the study were indeed linked to growth-producing teacher evaluations thus 
validating the content of the Teacher Evaluation Profile. 
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Instrument validity 
. An assessment instrument is valid to the extent that it provides an accurate 
representation of the attributes it is intended to measure. The TEP was 
designed to provide an accurate picture of selected key factors of teacher 
evaluations in a particular school district. Its validity was established during its 
development by conducting a content analysis of growth-producing teacher 
evaluation environments and designing the TEP systematically to include a key 
dimension of each of those environments. A collection and analysis of 
questionnaire responses verified the predictive validity of those dimensions. 
Regression analysis using the TEP items to predict multiple correlations was in 
excess of .80. In addition, a factor analysis of the 44-item intercorrelation 
matrix revealed five factors very similar in composition to those designed into 
the instrument, suggesting an appropriate degree of construct validity (Stiggins 
and Duke, 1988). 
Instrument reliabllitv 
Reliable instruments are those capable of producing dependable or 
consistent data of variable interest. Stiggins (1986) established the 
dependability of the TEP by demonstrating that the combined set of 44 items 
provides an internally consistent portrait of the teacher evaluation environment. 
The internal consistency of the Instrument is .93. Internal consistency 
reliability estimates of each of the five subscales are reported on Table 2, along 
with subscale intercorrelations. Items within each scale are highly correlated 
with evaluator and feedback scales having the highest internal consistency. 
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Table 2. TEP Internal consistency reliability and intercorrelatlons among 
original five scales 
Attributes (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
1. Attributes of the teacher .72 
2. Attributes of evaluator .22 .94 
3. Attributes of evaluation procedures .17 .58 .77 
4. Attributes of feedback .16 .70 .76 .89 
5. Attributes of the context .18 .55 .58 .60 .71 
The very high estimate of internal consistency of the total instrument 
suggests that the scales are both internally consistent and highly correlated. 
The scale intercorrelatlons in Table 2 show this to be the case. While the scale 
related to attributes of the teacher appears quite independent of the others, the 
other four scales are moderately to highly correlated. Thus, the TEP has the 
capability of providing reliable, valid and pertinent information about teacher 
evaluation processes. Specifically, the TEP purports to diagnose particular 
problems associated with teacher evaluation practices. Schools can use the 
survey results to compare items which best predict growth producing impact on 
evaluation. Specific feedback of this nature allows a school to take prescriptive 
steps to revise evaluation procedures for improvement. 
Instrument sensitivitv 
Sensitive data collecting instruments are those capable of generating 
results with high precision and allow users to make desired differentiation on 
the basis of scores or attributes of interest. The TEP was designed to be 
powerful enough to detect the unique individual dimensions of the teacher 
evaluation environments. During the TEP's development, it was administered to 
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Ave pilot districts to test the power of its ability to detect differences In the 
profiles of those districts. Results of a multivariate analysis of variance of the 
five subscale scores across the five districts, as shown below, demonstrates a 
sufficiently sensitive instrument. 
Table 3. Results of one-way multivariate analysis of variance of TEP comparing 
scale scores across districts 
F df P 
Multivariate 8.44 24,814 .000'* 
Univariate: 
Teacher Attributes 2.96 4,460 .020* 
Evaluator Attributes 7.68 .000** 
Procedures 13.19 .000** 
Feedback 7.10 .000** 
Context 4.51 .001** 
•significant at .05 
•'significant at .01 
Technical characteristics of the TEP reveal its quality and ability to provide 
accurate representation of the attribute it is attempting to measure. The TEP's 
function is to provide an accurate picture of some of the key dimensions of the 
teacher evaluation process. In summary, the TEP's validity was established by 
Stlggins during its development by conducting research to determine key 
elements of growth-producing teacher evaluation environments. The key 
elements were then used to determine the factors most predictable In 
determining how effective a school's evaluation was in providing growth-
producing results. 
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Data Collection 
A letter was sent to the building principals of the 157 selected schools 
explaining the purpose of the study and informing respondents that School 
Administrators of Iowa (SAI) and Iowa State Education Association (ISEA) 
endorsed the study (see appendix A), Also enclosed was a copy of the letter to 
principals which was used in the Lawler study. This was provided to remind 
them that some of their teachers may have been invited and participated in 
Lawler's study (Appendix B). 
The survey instruments were mailed to 376 special education teachers in 
the spring of 1991. The instruments were numerically coded to facilitate follow 
up mailings. Information regarding gender of teacher, gender of evaluator, 
presence of a director of special education within the district, and population 
of the building was gathered from those teachers responding to the instrument. 
The initial return rate was 45%, but a follow-up post card mailed two weeks 
later raised the response rate to 62% (246). Appendices C & D contain copies 
of the correspondence to teachers. 
Data Analysis 
Data for statistical analysis were obtained from the Teacher Evaluation 
Profile (TEP). The teachers are asked to respond to items on a five point scale. 
Typically, a "5" Indicates a positive rating of that area while a "1" Indicates a 
negative rating of the attribute being measured. For example, when a teacher 
indicates their knowledge of subject matter, the responses range from "I know a 
great deal" which is a "5" on the continuum to "I know very little" which is a "1". 
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All of the scores are not from high to low. For example specificity of feedback 
responses range from specific (5) to general (1). Descriptive statistics describe 
the sample. The data were analyzed using Stat View SE+, a statistics program 
for Use with the Macintosh personal computer (Abacus Concepts, Inc.). 
Inferential statistics used in this study included the t-test for unmatched pairs, 
one-way ANOVA, Pearson correlation, and stepwise multiple regression. 
The t-test was used to determine if differences existed between the ratings 
given by regular education teachers and the ratings by special education 
teachers. The t-test, an inferential statistic, is designed to examine the 
difference between means. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test the 
hypothesis where there was two or more levels of the variable. The test statistic 
in ANOVA (F) is the ratio of two variance estimates. The two variance estimates 
are called the mean square between groups (MSB) and the mean square within 
groups (MSw)-
Pearson correlation's were calculated to determine the relationship 
between overall quality, attributes of evaluation, and other relevant factors. The 
complete correlation matrices are found in Appendix F A stepwise multiple 
regression analysis was employed to determine the amount of variance in 
teacher evaluation quality contributed by each of the five attribute categories. 
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CHAPTER IV. 
ANALYSIS AND RESEARCH 
Findings 
The study examined the quality of evaluation of special education teachers 
and compared it to the quality of evaluation of regular education teachers. It 
also examined teacher attributes, evaluator attributes, procedural attributes, 
attributes of feedback, and attributes of context as thqr relate to special 
education teacher evaluation. Finally, it examined whether the quality of 
evaluation is associated with the presence of a director of special education 
within the district or with the severity levels of the instructional program in 
which teachers are evaluated. 
Two hundred forty-six high school, middle school, and elementary school 
special education teachers in Iowa participated in the study. Their responses 
reflect their perception of their most recent evaluation. They were asked to 
respond in terms of the evaluation quality and five specific attributes related to 
evaluation. The descriptive data on each of the above mentioned five attributes 
and evaluation quality are presented first followed by inferential testing of the 
hypotheses. Terms used to describe the responses are the terms used in the 
TEP survey instrument. 
Descriptive Statistics 
This section presents information that describes special and regular 
education teacher perceptions of evaluation and the five attributes. Tables are 
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included which display the mean and standard deviation of special and regular 
education teachers' rating of each factor. 
Table 4 shows that there was considerable agreement between special 
education and regular education teachers as to the quality of their evaluation. 
Using a scale of zero to nine, approximately 13.4 percent of the regular and 
special education teachers who participated in the studies rate their evaluations 
"low" (3) to "extremely poor" (0) Conversely, over 61 percent of the special 
education teachers rated their evaluation as "moderately good" (6) or better 
while 65 percent of the regular education teachers rate their evaluation of the 
same quality. One out of three of the special education teachers Indicate the 
quality of their evaluation was "very or extremely good". 
Table 4. Teacher perceptions of the general quality of evaluation: regular 
educators, 1990 and special educators, 1991 
Regular Education Special Education 
N=619 N=246 
Cumulative Cumulative 
Value Count Percent Count Percent 
Quality Rating 
extremely poor 0 15 2.51 4 1.63 
very poor 1 16 5.19 7 4.47 
poor 2 20 8.54 8 7.72 
low 3 32 13.90 14 13.41 
average 4 37 20.10 16 19.92 
moderate 5 87 34.67 48 39.43 
moderately good 6 51 43.22 22 48.37 
good 7 128 64.66 43 65.86 
very good 8 129 86.26 44 83.74 
extremely good 9 82 100.00 40 100.0 
non-respondent 22 Q. 0 
Total 619 246 
Mean 6.21 6.15 
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Some differences In perceptions of quality emerged that appear related to 
teachers' years of experience. Table 5 shows the differences between the 
special education teacher's perceptions of evaluation quality and the attributes of 
evaluation when years of teaching experience are considered. Teachers with 2 
to 5 years of experience generally are less positive about evaluation quality and 
attributes of evaluation than those in other experience categories. Teachers 
with sixteen or more years of experience generally are most positive about their 
evaluation. For example, the mean rating of evaluation quality from 2-5 year 
teachers was 5.41 compared to 6.59 reported by veteran teachers. 
Table 5. Mean ratings of quality and attributes by years of teaching experience 
of special education teachers (N = 246) 
Years of experience 
Zero -1 Two - 5 Six - 10 Eleven - 15 Sixteen + 
N = 11 N = 56 N = 45 N = 56 N = 75 
evaluation quality 6.73 5.41 6.60 5.95 6.59 
teacher attributes 3.53 3.58 3.77 3.98 4.06 
evaluator attributes 3.48 3.49 3.69 3.60 3.90 
procedure attributes 2.99 2.94 3.11 3.07 3.12 
feedback attributes 3.39 2.99 3.41 3.10 3.38 
context attributes 3.00 2.90 3.03 2.90 3.10 
Table 6 shows that there was very little difference between regular 
education and special education teacher perceptions of their professional 
attributes. Special and regular education teachers indicated they have high 
expectations (4.44 and 4.40) and are likely to experiment frequently (3.95 and 
3.92). The biggest difference between the two groups Is In their perception of 
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their technical and subject matter knowledge. Special education teachers are 
less confident in their technical knowledge (3.79 to 4.10) and knowledge of 
subject matter (4.17 to 4.44). Both special and regular education teachers see 
their past experience with evaluation was of limited value (3.21 and 3.11 
respectively). 
Table 6. Self analysis of teacher attributes (special education - N=246) 
(regular education - N=619) 
Regular Special 
Education Education 
Teachers Teachers 
Teacher Attributes Mean SD Mean SD Difference 
expectations of self 4.40 .65 4.44 .66 .04 
orientation to risk taking 3.67 .90 3.75 .84 .08 
orientation to change 4.08 .89 4.18 .78 .10 
orientation to experimentation 3.92 .88 3.95 .79 .03 
openness to criticism 3.74 .88 3.72 .84 -.02 
knowledge of subject matter 4.44 .62 4.17 .69 -.27 
knowledge of technical aspects 4.10 .71 3.79 .82 -.31 
value of experience with eval 3,11 1,09 3,21 1.04 • IQ 
Total 3.93 .47 3.85 .46 -.08 
Scale = 1 (low) to 5 (high) 
Special and regular education teacher perceptions of their evaluator's 
attributes are shown in Table 7. There were differences in the special 
education and regular education teacher perceptions of their evaluators. 
Surprisingly, the special education teachers indicate their evaluators are more 
familiar with classrooms than do the regular education teachers (3.81 to 3.61). 
In addition, the special educators view their evaluators as more persuasive In 
providing rationale for change (3.38 to 3.18). 
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Spécial education teachers' perception of their evaluator s attributes are 
very similar to their regular education colleagues in many aspects. Both indicate 
they have a good working relationship with their evaluator. They rate their 
evaluators as trustworthy (4.05 and 3.90), nonthreatening (3.99 and 3.98), and 
helpful (3.93, and 3.99 respectively). This Is In contrast to their ratings of their 
evaluators' expertise in technical aspects of teaching and supervision. Special 
and regular education teachers are less positive about their evaluator s capacity 
to model needed improvements (3.13 and 3.09 respectively) and provide useful 
suggestions for improvement (3.34 and 3.27 respectively). This lower rating in 
the technical aspects may account for the lower credibility accorded evaluators 
(3.68 and 3.57). 
Table 7. Teacher perceptions of evaluator attributes (special education -
N=246) (regular education - N = 619) 
Regular Special 
Education Education 
Teachers Teachers 
iluator Attributes Mean SD Mean SD Difference 
credibility 3.57 1.18 3.68 1.09 .11 
working relationship (helpful) 3.99 1.05 3.93 .98 -.06 
level of trust 3.90 1.20 4.05 1.04 .15 
interpersonal manner (nonthreat.) 3.98 1.16 3.99 1.1 .01 . 
temperament 3.89 1.14 3.84 1.06 -.05 
flexibility 3.60 1.22 3.68 1.14 .08 
technical knowledge 3.77 1.08 3.78 1.03 .01 
capacity to model 3.09 1.22 3.13 1.19 .04 
familiarity with classroom - Ind. 3.48 1.26 3.43 1.24 -.05 
familiarity with classroom - gen. 3.61 1.11 3.81 .94 .20 
usefulness of suggestions 3.27 1.18 3.34 1.09 .07 
persuavlseness of rationale 3,18 1,13 3.38 1,03 
Total 3.61 .91 3.67 .80 .06 
Scale = 1 (low) to 5 (high) 
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It appeared that there are significant differences in the kinds of skills the 
evaluators possess, therefore attributes related to interpersonal and technical 
skills were compared. The following items were determined to be related to 
interpersonal skills: working relationship with the teachers, level of trust, 
interpersonal manner, temperament, and flexibility. Those items that appear to 
be technical skills are: knowledge of the technical aspects of teaching, capacity 
to model, usefulness of suggestions and persuasiveness of rationale for teaching 
improvements. Table 8 shows the analysis of special education teachers' 
perceptions of their evaluators interpersonal and technical skills. Their 
interpersonal skills (2.57) were .78 higher than their technical skills (2.79). 
The t-score 10.73 was highly significant (p = .0001). 
Table 8. Comparison of evaluator attributes of interpersonal and technical skills 
according to special education teachers (N = 246) 
Mean 
Standard 
Deviation Difference t-Score Probability 
Evaluator Attributes 
Interpersonal skills 
Technical skills 
3.57 
2.79 
.93 
.92 
.78 10.73 .0001** 
•significant at .05 
** significant at .01 
Regular and special education teacher's ratings of evaluation procedures are 
shown in Table 9. The greatest difference between the two groups is related to 
the level of consideration given to classroom observation in the evaluation. The 
special education teachers indicate their conference is less focused on the 
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observation of their performance than do regular education teachers (3.80 to 
4.11). Both groups indicate that examination of student records and of student 
achievement are not frequently considered (2.71, 2.53 and 2.68, 2.42). 
Table 9. Teacher perceptions of evaluation procedures (special education -
N=246) (regular education - N = 619) 
Regular Special 
Education Education 
Teachers Teachers 
Attributes of Procedure Mean SD Mean SD Difference 
standards communicated 3.56 1.14 3.48 1.15 -.08 
standards clear 3.74 1.19 3.73 1.14 -.01 
standards endorsed 3.62 1.19 3.55 1.14 -.07 
standards individualized 2.77 1.47 2.92 1.58 .15 
consideration of observation 4.11 .99 3.80 1.03 -.31 
examination records 2.68 1.24 2.71 1.18 .03 
student achievement 2.42 1.20 2.53 1.15 .11 
While 64 percent of the special education teachers are formally observed 
once or twice per year with once prevalent. 15 percent are not formally 
observed at all. Twenty percent are observed 3 times or more per year. 
Informal observations are reported by 30 percent .of the special education 
teachers as once per month or more while approximately 70 percent reported 
less than once per month or none. 
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Table 10. Special education teacher perceptions of evaluation procedures-
observation frequency (special education — N=246) 
Frequency of Observation Count Percent Mean 
Formal per year 
0 37 15 
1 92 37 
2 68 27 
3 34 13 
4 or more 
_15 _fi 
Total 246 100 1.58 per year 
Informal per year 
none 60 24 
less than 1 per month 109 44 
once per month 40 16 
once per week 28 11 
daily 9 
_S 
Total 246 100 1.57 per month 
Teacher perceptions of the attribute of evaluator feedback are shown in 
Table 11. Special education teachers were somewhat more positve about the 
quality of feedback they receive (3.22 to 3.11). The largest difference between 
the perceptions of the two groups is in their perception of the frequency of 
feedback they receive. The special education teachers report receiving more 
frequent feedback than do their regular education colleagues (2.69 and 2.49 
respectively). In addition, somewhat surprisingly the special education teachers 
rate the quality of suggestions higher (.17) than do the regular education 
teachers. Both groups accord the nature of feedback a moderate rating (3.58 
and 3.48). 
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Table 11. Teacher perceptions of evaluation feedback (special education -
N=246) (regular education - N = 619) 
Attributes of Feedback 
amount of information 
frequency of feedback 
depth of information 
quality of suggestions 
specificity of information 
nature of information 
timing of feedback 
focused on district standards 
Total 
Scale = 
Regular 
Education 
Teachers 
Special 
Education 
Teachers 
Mean SD Mean SD Difference 
3.32 1.09 3.32 1.02 -.10 
2.49 1.23 2.69 1.20 .20 
2.96 1.20 2.91 1.11 -.05 
2.98 1.23 3.15 1.25 .17 
3.05 1.27 3.08 1.20 .03 
3.48 1.16 3.58 1.08 .10 
3.65 1.28 3.54 1.30 -.11 
3.64 1.18 3.78 1,04 
3.11 .89 3.22 .84 .11 
1 (low) to 5 (high) 
The evaluation context data are shown in Table 12. Both groups note that 
policy statements regarding the purpose of evaluation are relatively clear (3.55 
and 3.53). The special education teachers indicate the availability of training 
programs to provide models for good practice are less likely to be available 
(2.84) than do regular education teachers (3.06). Special and regular education 
teachers both indicate little time is allotted for professional development during 
the teaching day (2.03 and 2.06 respectively). 
Table 12. Teacher perceptions of evaluation context (special education -
N=246) (regular education - N = 619) 
Regular 
Education 
Teachers 
Special 
Education 
Teachers 
Attributes of Context Mean SD Mean SD Difference 
time oh evaluation 3.05 .97 3.14 .92 ,09 
time professional development 2.06 1.05 2.03 1.02 -.03 
available training programs 3.06 1.24 2.84 1.14 -.22 
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clarity of policy 3.53 1.25 3.55 1.16 .02 
intended role 3.26 1.31 3.37 1.24 .11 
Total 2.99 .81 2.99 .74 .0 
Scale = 1 (low) to 5 (high) 
Hypothesis Testing 
Four hypotheses were formulated to examine the relationship of selected 
variables to quality of special and regular education teacher evaluation. 
Hypotheses were tested for significance at the .05 level. The hypotheses are 
presented in the order of the questions posed by the study. 
Hypothesis I 
There Is no significant difference between the quality of evaluation of 
special education and regular education teachers. 
This hypothesis was designed to determine whether there is a significant 
difference between the quality of evaluation of special and regular education 
teachers. Findings related to Hypothesis 1 are presented in Table 13. The data 
were analyzed using a separate t-test based on a rejection of the null hypothesis 
of equal variance. Although the hypothesis tested quality of evaluation, data 
related to the attributes are provided to further clarify. There are differences 
between regular and special education teachers perceptions of the evaluation 
attributes. Teacher attributes and attributes of procedures are rated 
significantly high by regular education teachers. Attributes of feedback are rated 
significantly higher by special education teachers. The quality of evaluation of 
special education teachers was rated 6.15 while their special education 
counterparts rated the quality 6.21. The t-value (.38) was not significant 
(p=.71), therefore the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
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Table 13. Comparison of quality of most recent evaluation between special 
education (N= 246) and regular education (N = 619) teachers 
Regular Special 
Ed. Ed. 
Teacher Teacher 
Mean Mean Difference t-Score Probability 
Attributes 
1. Teacher attributes 3.93 3.85 .08 2.6 .01** 
2. Evaluator attributes 3.61 3.67 -.06 1.2 .23 
3. Attributes of procedures 3.27 3,06 .21 4.8 .01** 
4. Attributes of feedback 3.11 3.22 -.11 2.0 .05* 
5. Attributes of context 2.99 2.99 .00 0.1 .93 
scale = 1 (low) to 5 (high) 
Overall quality 6.21 6.15 .06 .38 .71 
scale = 0 (extremely poor) to 9 (extremely good) 
•significant at .05 
••significant at .01 
Hypothesis 2 
There Is no significant difference in the quality of evaluation of special 
education teachers between districts where there is a director of special 
education and districts where there is not a director of special education. 
This hypothesis was formulated to determine if the presence of a director 
of special education within the district affects the quality of special education 
teacher evaluation. Findings related to Hypothesis 2 are presented in Table 14. 
The t-test for unmatched pairs was completed on the quality rating of evaluation 
for special education teachers who did and did not have a director of special 
education within their district. While there is a slightly higher quality mean in 
those districts with a director of special education (6.20 to 6.00), the t-test 
yielded a t-score of 1.0 and a 2-tailed probability of .32. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was not rejected. 
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Table 14. Comparison of quality of most recent evaluation of special education 
teachers with or without a director of special education within the 
district (N = 246) 
With Without 
Director Director 
Mean Mean Difference t-Score Probability 
Quality 6.20 6.00 .20 1.0 .32 
scale = 0 (extremely poor) to 9 (extremely good) 
Hypothesis 3 
There is no significant relationship between quality of evaluation of 
• special education teachers and the severity level of the instructional 
program. 
This hypothesis was formulated to determine if the severity level of the 
instructional program was related to the quality of evaluation of special 
education teachers. The results of Hypothesis 3 are found in Tables 15 and 16. 
The one-way analysis of variance technique was used to compare the reported 
quality of evaluation between resource teachers (6.10), special class with 
integration teachers (6.30) and self contained teachers (6.10). The F ratio of 
.131 was not significant (p = .88). Therefore, the null hypotheis was not 
rejected. 
Table 15. Mean and standard deviation for quality of evaluation ratings by 
resource, self contained with integration, and self contained 
program teachers (N=246) 
Standard 
Mean Deviation 
Severity Level 
1. Resource 6.10 2.2 
2. Special class w/integration 6.30 2.4 
3. Self contained 6.10 2.2 
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Table 16. Analysis of variance (one factor ANOVA) of quality rating of evaluation 
according to severity level of the instructional progam 
. (N = 246) 
One Factor ANOVA X - Level of Disability Y- Quality 
Source EF Sum Square Mean Square F-Test Probability 
Between groups 2 1.357 .671 .131 .88 
Within groups 243 1256.773 5.172 
Total 245 1258.13 
Hvpothesis 4 
There is no significant relationship between teacher attributes, 
evaluator attributes, attributes of the procedures, attributes of feedback and 
attributes of the context of the evaluation and the quality of evaluation for 
special education teachers. 
Table 17 shows the relationships between study variables. All of the 
correlations are significant. The strongest correlations are between the 
attributes of feedback, procedures, and evaluation quality. The relationship 
between specific factors within each of the five attributes and quality can be 
seen in Appendix F. The square of these coefficients, .457 and .435 
respectively, suggests that approximately 46% to 44% of the quality rating of 
evaluations might be predicted by feedback or procedures. 
This relationship was further investigated using a step wise multiple 
regression analysis. Table 18 shows the results of the step wise multiple 
regression used to estimate the amount of variance contributed to evaluation 
quality by the five attributes. The step wise regression shows that attributes of 
feedback provided by the evaluator accounts for 46 percent of the quality rating 
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feedback provided by the evaluator accounts for 46 percent of the quality rating 
of special education teacher evaluations. Attributes of evaluation procedure add 
5 percent to the equation and evaluator attributes add an additional two percent 
to the equation. The model accounted for 53 percent of the variance which is 
highly significant. Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected for variables of 
attributes of feedback (F=205.2, p=.0005). attributes of procedures (F= 127.9, 
p=0001) and evaluator (F=89.1, p=.0001) attributes. 
Table 17. Pearson correlation coefficient of each of the five attribute categories 
and overall quality rating 
Attri­ Attri­
Teach­ Eval­ butes butes Attri­
EXralua- er uator of of butes 
tion Attri­ Attri­ Proce­ Feed­ of 
Quality butes butes dure back Context 
Evaluation quality 1.000 
Teacher attributes 0.221* 1.000 
Evaluator attributes 0.580** 0.369** 1.000 
Attributes of procedure 0.660** 0.264** 0.591** 1.000 
Attributes of feedback 0.676** 0.320** 0.714** 0.741** 1.000 
Attributes of context 0.520** 0.285** 0.532** 0.580** 0.624** 1.000 
* significant at .05 
** significant at .01 
Table 18. Stepwise multiple regression equation for the relationship between 
evaluation factors and quality of teacher evaluation (N=246) 
Step Model R2 F Probability 
1. Attributes of feedback .46 205.2 .0005** 
2. Attributes of procedures .51 127.9 .0001** 
3. Attributes of evaluator .53 89.1 .0001** 
* significant at .05 
•* significant at .01 
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CHAPTER V. 
SUMMARY. CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The primary purposes of this study were to 1) compare the perceived 
quality of evaluation of special education teachers to regular education teachers: 
2) examine the quality of evaluation of special education teachers in relation to 
teacher attributes, evaluator attributes, procedure attributes, feedback attributes 
and context attributes: 3) and to determine if the severity level of the 
instructional program in which teachers are evaluated and/or the presence of a 
director of special education within the district affects the perceived quality of 
evaluation of special education teachers. In essence, the study was designed to 
determine factors which influence the perceived quality of evaluation of special 
education teachers and to determine if there is a difference between evaluation 
quality of special education and regular education teachers. 
A summary of the findings based on data gathered from 246 Iowa special 
education teachers completing the TEP survey in the spring of 1991 follows.. 
Data gathered in the spring of 1990 from Iowa regular education teachers 
evaluated by the same principals is used to compare the perceived evaluation 
quality of special and regular education teachers. 
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Conclusions 
Two hundred and forty-six special education teachers and 619 regular 
education teachers from Iowa provided data for the study. The special 
education teachers had the same evaluator as the regular education teachers 
surveyed In the previous study (1990). During the spring of 1991 the special 
education teachers completed the Teacher Evaluation Profile designed to assess 
the quality of teacher evaluation as well as to examine the relationship of the five 
attributes to the quality of evaluation. 
This study has implications for special education teachers, evaluators 
(principals) and directors of special education. Selected findings are 
summarized below, followed by discussion. 
1. The majority of special education teachers report their performance 
evaluation Is of relatively high quality. One out of seven report that the 
quality of their evaluation Is poor. 
2. There is not a significant difference between the quality of evaluation 
reported by special education teachers and regular education teachers. 
3. Teacher perceptions regarding their evaluator are mixed. They report 
that the evaluator s Interpersonal manner is good and that they have a 
positive working relationship with their evaluator. However, the 
evaluators do not get high grades in providing useful suggestions nor 
do they provide very persuasive rationale to help teachers change. It 
appears that evaluators' credibility suffers because their technical 
skills are viewed as not being as well developed as their Interpersonal 
skills. According to special education teachers the evaluators In 
general seem to be more familiar with the special education classroom 
situation than with the regular education classroom. 
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4. There is a difference in the role that classroom observation plays in 
the evaluation of regular and special education teachers. The special 
education teachers report that focus of the evaluation conference is 
less likely to be upon what was observed in the classroom. 
5. All the attributes of evaluation were related to the quality of special 
education teacher evaluation. Attributes of feedback were the best 
predictor of evaluation quality. The special education teachers with 2-
5 years of experience report that evaluation feedback and evaluation 
quality is of lower quality than do begiiming or more experienced 
teachers. 
6. The quality of special education teachers' evaluation is not related to 
whether or not a district has a director of special education. 
7. The quality of special education teachers' evaluation is not affected by 
the severity level of instructional programs in which special education 
teachers are evaluated. 
Discussion 
There is no difference in the level of perceived quality of regular education 
and special education teacher evaluation. This negates the researcher and 
others' assumption that the evaluation of special education teachers is less 
effective because of their unique teaching situation. The barriers posed by 
Reschly (1990) do not appear to negatively affect the quality of evaluation. This 
finding supports Frudden & Manatt's (1986) contention that evaluation 
4 9  
procedures and criteria should be the same for special education teachers as for 
regular, education teachers. More importantly, it suggests that there is little 
need for special training to prepare evaluators to evaluate special education 
teachers. 
Evaluation of the majority of special education teachers would appear to be 
of good quality. This is encouraging because these teachers need to feel support 
and receive help. They also need top quality evaluation to stimulate their 
professional growth. The bad news is that one out of seven special education 
teachers Is apparently not getting good quality evaluation. This parallels the 
finding in the study of regular education teachers. While there is no way of 
knowing if the evaluators who are providing poor quality evaluations to special 
education teachers are those who are doing likewise with regular education 
teachers, one might assume these same evaluators are doing a substandard job 
for both groups. We need however to recognize principals who are doing a good 
job evaluating special education teachers and determine what is holding back 
the fifteen percent who are not providing high quality teacher evaluation. 
Some mention, however, should be made of the high quality ratings given 
evaluation. Perhaps as the results would indicate, the ratings are valid and 
special education teacher evaluation is of high quality in Iowa. There are some 
possible explanations for this positive state of affairs. All the evaluators recently 
participated in 30 hours of mandatory training for the state of Iowa. The high 
quality ratings may be the result of that training. Or perhaps It is due to the 
high quality of personnel who serve Iowa in leadership positions. On the other 
hand, it may not be valid to equate teachers' perceptions of high quality 
evaluation with effectiveness. Perhaps if an evaluation is positive and supportive 
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a teacher rates it of high quality -- positive evaluation receives a positive grade 
from teachers. One might wonder if the teachers reporting poor quality 
evaluation received a less positive evaluation. It certainly would not be 
surprising to find that teachers who receive a less positive evaluation are more 
critical of their evaluator and indicate their evaluation is of poor quality to 
somewhat even the score. 
Teachers rated evaluators higher than one might expect. Surprisingly, 
evaluators received slightly better grades from special education teachers than 
from regular education teachers. It is good news to both teachers and 
principals that the evaluators generally are seen as trustworthy, enjoy a good 
working relationship with teachers, and exhibit a positive Interpersonal manner. 
It is also encouraging that principals are viewed as generally familiar with 
special education classrooms and in fact are seen as more familiar with the 
classroom than was indicated by regular education teachers. This was not 
expected. There is also a downside. Evaluators' lowest ratings are in selected 
technical aspects of instructional supervision, particularly in providing 
suggestions and a rationale for improvement, and in their capacity to model 
teaching strategies. The teachers apparently think that evaluators have a 
reasonable understanding of the technical aspects of teaching but that they 
cannot make good suggestions, provide a good rationale nor model good 
teaching. 
Interestingly, the special education teachers report that their evaluation is 
less likely to focus on what was observed in the classroom than do regular 
education teachers. There may be some explanation for this. The regular 
education teacher teaches a lesson that typically follows a script. It frequently 
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has review, statement of objectives, presentation of material, checking for 
understanding, and summaiy. Evaluators have been trained to script these types 
of lessons in regular classrooms. They also get more practice in observing these 
typical lessons. In addition, most evaluators were regular education teachers 
themselves. Special education instruction however, tends to look different. 
Typically, a lesson Is more individualized, more student focused, more 
diagnostic and less content focused. Thus, it seems likely that in the special 
education teacher's conference, evaluators may be more Inclined to talk about 
the students than what the teacher did. Principals who supervise special 
education teachers need to be encouraged to focus on what occurred in the 
lessons when conducting a conference with the teacher. 
Each of the five attributes of the study were significantly related to quality. 
This is consistent with Stigglns and Duke's (1988) findings in other studies. As 
in the previous research, teacher attributes appear quite Independent of the 
others. The remaining four scales are moderately to highly correlated. 
Feedback appears to have the greatest impact on evaluation. This affirms 
Knoop's (1982) contention that evaluators need to provide learning disability 
teachers with immediate and accurate evaluation feedback. Evaluators received 
low ratings, however, in such Important areas as depth and specificity of 
Information, amount of Information, and quality of suggestions. Administrators 
need additional training to enhance their skills in providing more specific and 
indepth information and in providing high quality suggestions to help teachers 
Improve their skills. 
It was also interesting that special education teachers with 2-5 years of 
experience report the quality of their evaluations and the attributes related to 
5 2  
evaluation less positively than do beginning or more experienced teachers. It is 
possible that while evaluator time and attention is provided first year teachers, 
after the first year the evaluator devotes less time and attention to them. 
Perhaps the 2-5 year teacher needs more than thqr are getting. They profitted 
from their first year and grew to expect it. Thus, since one might assume that 
the second to fifth years of teaching are very challenging, the decline in 
attention by the evaluator was not favorably received. 
Surprisingly, special education teachers with sixteen years or more of 
experience consistently gave higher ratings to the attributes than did their less 
experienced counterparts. This dispels a myth about veteran teachers. One 
might have assumed they would be less positive. It could be that experienced 
teachers believe they need evaluation less than they did when they were 
becoming teachers and now feel they have arrived. In addition, they are 
probably receiving more attention from their evaluators than in the past, thus 
the positive perceptions of evaluation quality and the evaluator. 
Surprisingly, a director of special education within the district has no 
significant impact upon the perceived quality of evaluation of special education 
teachers. The researcher assumed that principals might relinquish 
responsibility for special education teachers and programs to the director and 
that subsequently the quality of evaluation provided teachers by their principal 
would suffer. It appears however, that principals do Indeed retain ownership 
and responsibility for evaluating the special education teachers within their 
buildings. Evaluation remains a teacher-principal activity, as prescribed in 
district guidelines and the quality of evaluation by principals is apparently not 
affected. 
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It Is somewhat surprising that the severity level of the Instructional 
program in which teachers are evaluated is not related to the level of evaluation 
quality these teachers receive. This finding challenges the myth that principals 
are unable to be successful in evaluating special education teachers because they 
don't have sufficient knowledge of special education programs. One might have 
assumed that since special education teachers work with students having unique 
disabilities that require different curriculum strategies and techniques they may 
perceive their evaluator as unable to relate to their situation. This is not the 
case. This may be because the evaluators do have sufficient knowledge of those 
techniques or approaches for special education students. Or perhaps technical 
help is not what teachers want. Perhaps special education teachers do not want 
evaluators to coach them in specific techniques or approaches. What they may 
want is someone to talk with about their students and someone whom they can 
bounce ideas off. It would beneficial if all evaluators possessed the technical 
skills to assist teachers with beneficial suggestions, but this may not be a 
realistic expectation given the breadth of grade levels, content, and other 
factors. Perhaps technical assistance needs to copie from another source such 
as a colleague. This further clarifies why there is no difference in the perceived 
quality of evaluation between special and regular education teachers. 
In summary there appears to be little difference in the perception of 
quality of evaluation of special and regular education teachers. But the study may 
have raised more questions than it addressed. Perhaps as FuUan & Hargreaves 
(1991) recently noted, the feedback valued most highly by teachers is that 
provided by the success of students. What teachers may want from their 
evaluators and others most desperately is affirmation - of their performance and 
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contribution to society. Perhaps many special education teachers in Iowa are 
receiving that from their evaluators. Should we be satisfied in that case? Can 
we do better? This researcher's view is that we must reply "no" to the first 
question and "yes" to question number two. Successful efforts to change flows 
from the professional growth of educators. We must press on. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
Below are suggestions or recommendations for further research. 
1. A study needs to be conducted to determine the principals who are giving 
poor quality evaluations and why. This information would be helpful for 
improving the quality of evaluation. 
2. More research needs to be done to study the extent that the rating of 
teacher performance influences their perception of evaluation quality and 
evaluation attributes. 
3. Research needs to be conducted on how to determine evaluation quality in 
a more useful manner so that it is a more valid representation of the 
effectiveness of evaluation. 
4. Research needs to be conducted that would utilize evaluation perceptions 
given by special education and regular education teachers that have the 
same evaluator to determine whether the evaluator provides the same 
quality of evaluation to each teacher being evaluated. This would provide 
more convincing evidence that the quality of evaluation is not a function of 
the category of the teacher. 
One should consider revising or refining items so as to discourage socially 
desirable responses. In the present form most of the items encourge 
positive responses. Items need to be revised so they are not socially 
desirable responses. 
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Dear Principal: 
Dr. Jim Sweeney, Professor of Educational Administration at Iowa State 
University, has been conducting research on the process of teacher 
evaluation throughout the last ten years. As you may remember, last year 5 
teachers from your school were randomly selected to participate in a study 
by Dan Lawler regarding teachers' perceptions of performance evaluations. 
A copy of his letter is enclosed for your review. 
I am currently working on a follow-up study with Dr. Sweeney which focuses 
on participants who are special education teachers. Specifically, this study 
will examine the attribute that special education teachers perceive as 
affecting the impact and quality of teacher evaluation. 
Your support and encouragement of this project are appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
Bonnie Twedt 
317 Columbus Drive 
Marshalitown, lA 50158 
515-752-4583 
BT/ld 
APPENDIX B: LAWLER LETTER TO ADMINISTRATORS 
64 
I-LEAD 
IOWA LEADERSHIP IN EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION DEVELOPMENT 
Iowa State University • N225 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 • (515)294-4375 
Dr. James E. Sweeney, Director 
Dear Principal: 
Dr. Jim Sweeney, Professor of Educational Administration at Iowa State 
University, has been conducting research on the process of teacher 
evaluation throughout the last ten years. Currently, I am working with Dr. 
Sweeney and I-LEAD on a project designed to examine teachers' 
perceptions of performance evaluation in Iowa. In addition, this study will 
explore the effects of the evaluator approval training. Specifically, Senate 
File 2175 requires individuals, employed as administrators, supervisors, or 
teachers who conduct evaluations, to possess evaluator approval. Many 
principals met that requirement through training offered by Iowa 
Leadership in Education Administration Development (I-LEAD), while others 
received approval through alternative methods, i.e., university courses or 
other comparable training. In this study, we are also interested in 
determining whether teachers' perceptions of performance evaluations have 
changed as a result of the evaluator approval training. 
Your school was randomly selected from schools in Iowa where principals 
worked in the same building for the past three years. Five teachers, from 
your school were randomly chosen to respond to a survey examining their 
attributes, the attributes of the evaluator and the impact of evaluation. This 
information will help to design the second evaluator approval training. 
The purpose of this letter is to help you understand that the results of this 
study are confidential; while teachers will provide us this information we 
will not request or record names of principals or schools. I have discussed 
this study with Dr. Gaylord Tryon, Executive Director of School 
Administrators of Iowa, and he suggested I contact principals of schools 
involved in this study so you know what is being done. Therefore, if 
teachers have questions about this survey, please encourage them to respond 
honestly and openly. Please let me know if you have questions or concerns 
by calling (294-4375). Your support and encouragement of this project are 
appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
Dan Lawler 
Research Associate 
Iowa State University 
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Dear Special Education Colleague: 
Please take time out of your busy day to make a contribution to an important 
research project on special education teacher evaluation. I am striving for a 
100% return on this survey and I need your help! This survey will take 
approximately 20 minutes to complete. The results will be used -in 
designing professional development for Iowa principals and supervisors. 
This project is supported by Dr. Jim Sutton, Iowa State Education 
Association (ISEA), and Dr. Gaylord Tryon, School Administrators of Iowa 
(SAI). 
As you well know, teacher evaluation has become a fact of life in most school 
organizations. This study is designed to examine special education teachers' 
perceptions of performance evaluation in Iowa based upon their most recent 
evaluation. 
Your name was randomly chosen to respond to a survey examining teacher 
and evaluator attributes and the impact of evaluation among special 
education teachers in 200 Iowa schools. Enclosed is a copy of the survey 
and a NCS answer sheet. Please return only the completed NCS answer 
sheet in the self-addressed envelope. Do not return the survey. 
You and your principal are assured anonymity. 
Please call if you have questions or concerns at 515-752-4583. Your 
participation in this important activity is appreciated. Please return this 
survey today. 
Sincerely, 
Bonnie Twedt 
317 Columbus Drive 
Marshalltown, lA 50158 
515-752-4583 
BT/ld 
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Dear Special Education Colleague, 
Several weeks ago you received a survey requesting re­
sponses on your last teacher evaluation. If you have not already 
done so, please complete the questionnaire and return it as soon 
as possible. 
Your participation is very much appreciated in providing 
assistance in this study. 
If you have already returned your survey please disregard 
this notice. 
Thank You, 
Bonnie Twedt 
317 Columbus Drive 
MarshaUtown, lA 50158 
6 9  
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THE SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER 
EVALUATION PROFILE: 
A Questionnaire Reviewing Your 
Teacher Evaluation Experiences 
study Conducted by 
Bonita J. Twedt 
7  1  
Dear Colleague, 
In recent years, the teaching profession has been marked by rapid 
change and the emergence of a number of issues and concerns. One of 
those areas that is very important to learn more about is the evaluation of 
special education teachers.. 
This survey is designed to allow you to describe your experience with 
teacher evaluation in some detail. Your responses will be combined with 
those of other Iowa special education teachers to provide a picture of the 
key elements in an effective teacher evaluation experience. This research is 
to determine if and how evaluation can be improved to help it serve relevant 
and useful purposes. This survey is comprehensive in scope and will take 
approximately 20 minutes to complete. It is crucial that you follow these 
instructions very carefully. Your participation is verv much appreciated. 
Thank you. 
Bonnie Twedt 
317 Columbus Drive 
Marshalltown, lA 50158 
515-752-4583 
PLEASE NOTE 
Copyrighted materials in this document have 
not been filmed at the request of the author. 
They are available for consultation, however, 
in the author's university library. 
72-76 
University Microfilms International 
APPENDIX F: CORRELATION MATRIX FOR VARL!\BLES 
Correlation matrix for quality and teacher attribute factors 
Quality 
A1 expectations of self 
A2 orientation to risk taking 
A3 orientation to change 
A4 orientation to experimentation 
AS openness to criticism 
A6 knowle^e of subject matter 
A7 knowledge qf technical 
A8 value of experience with eval 
Note: 7 cases deleted with missing values 
• significant at .05 
** significant at .01 
Quality A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 A8 
1 
.055 1 
.049 .197* 1 
.004 .168 .405" 1 
• 
-.006 .195* .479" .391" 1 
.065 .275" .314" .373" .296" 1 
.081 
CO 
.23" .252* .195* .226' 1 
.028 .394" .18 .127 .233*' .185 .536" 1 
.57" .102 .088 .163 .161 .199' .088 .084 1 
Correlation matrix for quality and evaluator attribute factors 
Quality 
B10 credibility 
B11 working relationship 
B12 level of trust 
B13 interpersonal manner 
B14 temperament 
B1.5 flexibility 
B16 knowledge of technical 
817 capacity to model 
B18 familiarity with classroom - ind. 
B19 familiarity with classroom - gen. 
B20 usefulness of suggestions 
B21 persuavisness of rationale 
Quality BIO Oil B12 B13 B14 B15 B16 B17 818 B19 B20 B21 
1 
.619" 1 
.391" .444" 1 
.424" .52" .649" 1 
.232" .32" .567" .585" 1 
.246" .352" .531" .522" .737" 1 
.265" .38" .503" .405" .565" ,63" 1 
.421" .561" .412" .465" .416" .47" .441" 1 
.53" .611" .523" .474" .409" .427" .509" .619" 1 
.469" .482" .538" .48" .461" .465" .418" .51" .636" 1 
.5" .522" .457" .453" .394" .439" .407" .592" .63" .678" 1 
.589" .627" .527" .541" .388" .436" .416" .539" .741" .62" .637" 1 
.547" .613" .556" .51" .409" .464" .431" .548" .652" .531" .596" .75" 1 
' significant at .05 
** significant at .01 
Note: 8 cases deleted with missing values 
Correlation matrix for quality and attributes of procedures factors 
Quality C22 C23 024 025 026 027 028 029 C30 
Quality 1 
022 standards communicated .539" 1 
023 standards clear .555" .816" 1 
024 standards endorsed .473" .56" .625" 1 
025 standards Individualized .257" .162 .16 .347"" 1 
026 consideration of observation .394" .364" .418" .325"' -.02 1 
027 examination of records .395" .287" .256" .233" .258"" .197" 1 
028 student achievement .366" .202* .259" .322"" .342"" .18 .382" 1 
029 number of formal observations .234' .187 .174 .122 .061 .293" .218" .163 1 
030 number of informal observations .233" .226' .253" .146 .068 .101 .127 .216' .024 1 
Note; 3 cases deleted with missing values 
* significant at .05 
" significant at .01 
Correlation matrix for quality and attributes of feedback factors 
Quality D31 D32 D33 D34 D35 D36 D37 D38 
Quality 1 
D31 amount of information .564" 1 
D32 frequency of feedback .468" .507" 1 
D33 depth of information .621" .755" .541" 1 
D34 quality of suggestions .598" .678" .461" .805" 1 
D35 specificity of information .604" .631" .449" .778" .79" 1 
D36 nature of information .412" .56" .353" .505" .564" .547" 1 
D37 timing of feedback .354" .454" .42" .385" .32" .328" .373" 1 
D38 focused on district standards .421" .512" .401" .488" .397" .466" .395" .357" 1 
Note: 3 cases deleted with missing values 
• significant at .05 
*• significant at .01 
Correlation matrix for quality and attribute of context factors 
Quality 
E39 time on evaluation 
E40 time professional development 
E41 available trainingfrograms 
E42 clarity of oolicy 
E43 intended role 
Note: 3 cased deleted with missing values 
* significant at .05 
" significant at .01 
Quality E39 E40 E41 E42 E43 
.516" 1 
.298" .238" 1 
.23* .136 .469" 1 
.434" .317" .329" .302" 1 
.376" .201' .326" .288" .354" 1 
